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Minor revision.
Comments to the author
I am reviewing this study for the second time. The paper was signiﬁcantly improved with respect
to the original submission. Nearly all the reviewers’ comments were addressed by the authors by
improving signiﬁcantly the description of the method and of the validation of the results.
However, I believe that the introduction should be signiﬁcantly revised. As I reported in my ﬁrst
review, I strongly agreewith the authors about the importance of considering the temporal variability
of losses, as a function of soilmoisture and rainfall characteristics, for ﬂoodmodelling and design ﬂood
estimation. But this should be better highlighted in the introduction.
For instance, the discussion could consider, separately, continuous and event-based models by
describing their advantages/limitations for ﬂood modelling and design ﬂood estimation. Then, it
should be highlighted the importance of considering/estimating the temporal variability of losses,
and how previous studies have accomplished this task. Finally, the approach proposed in the current
study should be described at the end of the introduction highlighting the novelty and the improve-
ment with respect to the current state of research and/or hydrological practice. It is just a suggestion
to improve the readability of the introduction. I believe it is important that reading the introduction
it is clear to the readers: 1) what is the problem, 2) how the problem has been addressed by previous
studies, and 3) what is the novelty of this study to “solve” the problem.
Moreover, I have found in the introduction several errors. For instance (not exhaustive):
a. At line 42 it reads “Some improvements to continuous models can be made can be made by incor-
porating ﬂow observations or utilising either remotely sensed or locally measured soil moisture
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data. . .”. This might be true in a data assimilation framework, but not in general. Continuous mod-
els simulates the soilmoisture state continuously in time (bydeﬁnition), therefore the incorporation
of soil moisture data is much more important for event-based models, not continuous ones.
b. At line 45 it reads “In contrast, the event based method utilises rainfall data. . .”. Also continuous
models use, obviously, rainfall data.
c. At line 53 it reads: “In some cases, the inﬁltration loss can be 60% of the total precipitation”. Inﬁl-
tration losses can be also 100% of the total precipitation, it depends if we consider losses at annual,
monthly or event scale. All these “conceptual” errors, and others, should be corrected and revised.
Please check better.
On this basis, in my opinion, I ﬁnd that the paper may become worthy of publication only after a
moderate revision.
First Revision
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Accept
Comments to the author
The authors successfully addressed the remaining comments of the reviewers and, hence, the paper
can be published as is.
Speciﬁcally, the introduction is now logically structured and clear. I still believe that some English
cleaning is needed (e.g. the term “continuous” is repeated six time in 14 lines, 58–71). but this could
be done at Editorial level.
Luca Brocca (Ph.D)
Researcher National Research Council Research Institute for Geo-Hydrological Protection
Via Madonna Alta 126 Perugia, 06128, Italy
Available online 16 May 2015
